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Abstract 
The paper presents a Basical-Ex-Post facto research. 230 graduate students voluntarily answered the CERQ and MCMI III. The 
basic goal of this research is to compare four types of cluster B personality disorder who are identified by BR score of 60<x<75 
in MCMI III with normal personality who are identified by BR score of x<60 in cluster B personality disorders in MCMI III. The 
Comparative study has been carried out by MANOVA. There were not significant differences between people of cluster B 
personality disorders and people of normal personality in nine cognitive coping strategies of CREQ. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Education and Research Center. 
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1. Introduction  
Cognitive emotion regulation is the cognitive way of managing the intake of emotionally arousing information 
and refers to the cognitive part of coping (Garnefski & Kraaij, 2006). Emotional regulation further refers to a 
person’s ability to understand and accept his or her emotional experience, to engage in healthy strategies to manage 
uncomfortable emotions when necessary, and to engage in appropriate behavior especially when distressed 
(Sandhoo & Kapoor, 2013). Cognitive coping processes have long been implicated in the experience and expression 
of emotion (Martin & Dahlen, 2005).  
Emotional states and Personality traits are related to each other (Larsen & Ketelaar, 1991; 1989). Over half of the 
Axis I and all of the axis II personality disorders involve some forms of emotion dysregulation (Groos, 1999). 
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According to Dsm-5, Cluster B includes: antisocial, borderline, histrionic, and narcissistic personality disorders. 
Individuals with these disorders often appear dramatic, emotional, or erratic (APA, 2013). 
Literature reports emotion dysregulation as a core component in borderline personality disorder (Van Dijke et al., 
2010) and also reports deficits in emotion regulation skills in borderline personality disorders (Niedtfeld et al., 
2010). Dynamic Self-Regulatory Processing Model views narcissism in terms of motivated self-construction, in 
which the narcissistic self is shaped by the dynamic interplay of cognitive and affective intrapersonal, self-processes 
and the interpersonal self-regulatory strategies played out in the social arena (Morf & Rhodewalt, 2001). There are 
some preliminary literatures on the role of emotion regulation deficits in a range of clinical disorders, including 
substance abuse, generalized anxiety disorder, complex posttraumatic stress disorder, borderline personality disorder 
(Gratz & Roemer, 2004). 
According to the literature, deficits in emotion regulation reveal problems. Four hypotheses designed for 
comparing cluster B personality disorders and normal persons on their self-reported use of cognitive emotion 
regulation strategies are listed as follows. 
 Hypothesis:  
There are differences in emotion regulation between Histrionic personality disorder and normal personality. 
There are differences in emotion regulation between Narcissistic personality disorder and normal personality. 
There are differences in emotion regulation between Antisocial personality disorder and normal personality. 
There are differences in emotion regulation between Borderline personality disorder and normal personality. 
The present study intends to examine the above-mentioned hypotheses regarding the following nine coping 
strategies of CERQ: 
Rumination, Catastrophizing, Self-blame, Other-blame, Acceptance, Positive Reappraisal, Putting into 
Perspective, Positive Refocusing, Refocusing on Planning. 
 
2. Instruments  
 
2.1 CERQ (Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire) 
 
The 36-item CERQ assesses individual differences in coping across nine 4-item subscales: self-blame, blaming 
others, acceptance, refocusing on planning, positive refocusing, rumination, positive reappraisal, putting into 
perspective, and catastrophizing. Likert-type items (1 = ‘‘almost never’’ to 5 = ‘‘almost always’ ’) are rated so that 
higher scores represent greater use of the coping strategy. Internal consistencies, range from .68 to .93 (Martin & 
Dahlen, 2005). 36 items of CERQ referring exclusively to what someone thinks and not to what someone actually 
does after having experienced negative life events (Dadkhah & Shirinbayan, 2010).  
 
2.2 MCMI III 
3rd edition of Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory provides a measure of 24 personality disorders and clinical 
syndromes for adults; 14 personality disorder scales and 10 clinical syndrome scales, and 5 scales used to verify 
how the person approached and took the test. The MCMI-III is composed of 175 true-false questions and usually 
takes the average person less than 30 minutes to complete. (Millon et al., 2006). 
 
3. Participants and Procedure  
 
This research has been conducted by random sampling among university students. Each person has filled two 
questionnaires voluntarily, included, CERQ and MCMI-III. 367 questionnaires were collected and inquired. Normal 
people, who are identified by the BR score under 60 in four types of “B” personality cluster in MCMI-III, were 46 
persons. Based on this fact the number of people selected for each personality group for comparison was 46. “B” 
personality cluster was identified by BR score of 60 to 75 in MCMI-III. 46 people who had the highest scores in 
histrionic personality fall into histrionic personality disorder group. 46 people who had the highest scores in 
narcissistic personality fall into narcissistic personality disorder group. 46 people who had the highest scores in 
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antisocial personality fall into antisocial personality disorder group. 46 people who had the highest scores in 
borderline personality fall into borderline personality disorder group. Comparison is done between 230 persons in 
five personality groups including, normal, histrionic, narcissistic, antisocial and borderline via MANOVA 
(Multivariate Analysis Of Variance). 
 
4. Results  
4.1 Statistic for the first hypothesis 
Table 1. Comparison of means and standard deviations between Histrionic and Normal persons 
 
 
                            
 
Table 2. Wilks' Lambda 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Partial Eta Squared 
Wilks' Lambda .888 1.152b 9.000 82.000 .337 .112 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. MANOVA 
 
 Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
 Millon 
Self-blame 22.011 1 22.011 1.899 .172 .021 
Acceptance .880 1 .880 .096 .757 .001 
Rumination 19.174 1 19.174 1.173 .282 .013 
Positive refocusing .533 1 .533 .037 .849 .000 
Refocusing on planning 17.391 1 17.391 1.333 .251 .015 
Positive reappraisal 28.272 1 28.272 1.987 .162 .022 
Putting in to perspective .391 1 .391 .034 .853 .000 
Catastrophizing .272 1 .272 .022 .883 .000 
Blaming others 29.391 1 29.391 2.231 .139 .024 
 
 
 
 5 Personality groups Mean Std. Deviation N 
Self-blame Histrionic 11.0000 3.35989 46 Normal 11.9783 3.44796 46 
Acceptance Histrionic 12.7826 2.87451 46 Normal 12.5870 3.16632 46 
Rumination Histrionic 12.3478 3.72509 46 Normal 13.2609 4.33812 46 
Positive refocusing Histrionic 10.9783 3.74456 46 Normal 10.8261 3.87760 46 
Refocusing on planning Histrionic 14.6522 3.22640 46 Normal 13.7826 3.96043 46 
Positive reappraisal Histrionic 13.5652 3.39707 46 Normal 12.4565 4.11343 46 
Putting in to perspective Histrionic 12.5870 3.03737 46 Normal 12.4565 3.68605 46 
Catastrophizing Histrionic 9.5652 3.52548 46 Normal 9.6739 3.52171 46 
Blaming others Histrionic 9.7391 4.30728 46 Normal 8.6087 2.79268 46 
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4.2 Statistics for the Second Hypothesis  
 
Table 4. Comparison of means and standard deviations between Narcissistic and Normal persons 
 5 Personality Groups Mean Std. Deviation N 
 Self-blame Narcissistic 10.8913 3.02014 46 Normal 11.9783 3.44796 46 
 Acceptance Narcissistic 11.7826 3.10493 46 Normal 12.5870 3.16632 46 
 Rumination Narcissistic 11.8913 3.17090 46 Normal 13.2609 4.33812 46 
 Positive refocusing Narcissistic 12.3478 3.90565 46 Normal 10.8261 3.87760 46 
 Refocusing on planning Narcissistic 15.0435 3.67548 46 Normal 13.7826 3.96043 46 
 Positive reappraisal Narcissistic 14.0217 4.24520 46 Normal 12.4565 4.11343 46 
 Putting in to perspective Narcissistic 12.3913 3.77405 46 Normal 12.4565 3.68605 46 
 Catastrophizing Narcissistic 7.8913 2.70989 46 Normal 9.6739 3.52171 46 
 Blaming others Narcissistic 7.8913 2.66857 46 Normal 8.6087 2.79268 46 
 
 
 
 
Table 5. Wilks' Lambda 
 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Partial Eta Squared 
Wilks' Lambda .863 1.446b 9.000 82.000 .182 .137 
 
 
 
 
Table 6. MANOVA 
 
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of 
Squares 
Df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta 
Squared 
Millon 
Self-blame 27.174 1 27.174 2.587 .111 .028 
Acceptance 14.880 1 14.880 1.513 .222 .017 
Rumination 43.141 1 43.141 2.988 .087 .032 
Positive refocusing 53.261 1 53.261 3.517 .064 .038 
Refocusing on planning 36.565 1 36.565 2.505 .117 .027 
Positive reappraisal 56.348 1 56.348 3.225 .076 .035 
Putting in to perspective .098 1 .098 .007 .933 .000 
Catastrophizing 73.087 1 73.087 7.403 .008 .076 
Blaming others 11.837 1 11.837 1.587 .211 .017 
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4.3 Statistics for the Third Hypothesis  
 
Table 7. Comparison of means and standard deviations between Antisocial and Normal persons 
 
 5 Personality Groups Mean Std. Deviation N 
Self-blame Antisocial 11.2391 3.84814 46 Normal 11.9783 3.44796 46 
Acceptance Antisocial 12.6522 2.96061 46 Normal 12.5870 3.16632 46 
Rumination Antisocial 11.6957 2.73146 46 Normal 13.2609 4.33812 46 
Positive refocusing Antisocial 12.2391 4.05619 46 Normal 10.8261 3.87760 46 
Refocusing on planning Antisocial 13.9565 3.64513 46 Normal 13.7826 3.96043 46 
Positive reappraisal Antisocial 13.3696 3.70200 46 Normal 12.4565 4.11343 46 
Putting in to perspective Antisocial 12.1304 3.34404 46 Normal 12.4565 3.68605 46 
Catastrophizing Antisocial 8.8913 2.90768 46 Normal 9.6739 3.52171 46 
Blaming others Antisocial 8.8478 3.05481 46 Normal 8.6087 2.79268 46 
 
 
 
Table 8. Wilks' Lambda 
 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Partial Eta Squared 
Wilks' Lambda .857 1.516b 9.000 82.000 .156 .143 
 
 
 
Table 9. MANOVA 
 
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Millon 
Self-blame 12.565 1 12.565 .941 .335 .010 
Acceptance .098 1 .098 .010 .919 .000 
Rumination 56.348 1 56.348 4.288 .041 .045 
Positive refocusing 45.924 1 45.924 2.917 .091 .031 
Refocusing on planning .696 1 .696 .048 .827 .001 
Positive reappraisal 19.174 1 19.174 1.252 .266 .014 
Putting in to perspective 2.446 1 2.446 .197 .658 .002 
Catastrophizing 14.087 1 14.087 1.351 .248 .015 
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4.4 Statistics for the Fourth Hypothesis  
 
Table 10. Comparison of means and standard deviations between Borderline and Normal persons 
 
 5 Personality groups Mean Std. Deviation N 
Self-blame Borderline 11.9565 2.93603 46 Normal 11.9783 3.44796 46 
Acceptance Borderline 12.1304 3.55033 46 Normal 12.5870 3.16632 46 
Rumination Borderline 13.2391 3.38746 46 Normal 13.2609 4.33812 46 
Positive refocusing Borderline 10.1739 3.57339 46 Normal 10.8261 3.87760 46 
Refocusing on planning  Borderline 12.4565 3.36456 46 Normal 13.7826 3.96043 46 
Positive reappraisal Borderline 12.3696 3.51731 46 Normal 12.4565 4.11343 46 
Putting in to perspective Borderline 11.8913 3.53540 46 Normal 12.4565 3.68605 46 
Catastrophizing Borderline 10.7391 3.69044 46 Normal 9.6739 3.52171 46 
Blaming others Borderline 10.1304 3.11704 46 Normal 8.6087 2.79268 46 
 
 
Table 11. Wilks' Lambda 
 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. Partial Eta Squared 
Wilks' Lambda .856 1.530 9.000 82.000 .151 .144 
 
 
 
Table 12. MANOVA 
Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 
Millon 
Self-blame .011 1 .011 .001 .974 .000 
Acceptance 4.793 1 4.793 .424 .517 .005 
Rumination .011 1 .011 .001 .979 .000 
Positive refocusing 9.783 1 9.783 .704 .404 .008 
Refocusing on planning 40.446 1 40.446 2.995 .087 .032 
Positive reappraisal .174 1 .174 .012 .913 .000 
Putting in to perspective 7.348 1 7.348 .563 .455 .006 
Catastrophizing 26.098 1 26.098 2.006 .160 .022 
Blaming others 53.261 1 53.261 6.082 .016 .063 
 
 
According to P< .005 (p=.05a ÷ 9b, a significance level & b ingredients of CERQ), MANOVA scores in above 
mentioned tables (number 3, 6, 9 and 12), show that none of the four research hypotheses are verified. In nine 
coping strategies of cognitive emotion regulation between normal person and four personality disorders of cluster 
“B”, MANOVA has not shown significant differences. 
 
5. Discussion  
 
Defining score in this research for identifying the four personality groups were between BR score of 60 to 75. In 
MCMI III, BR Score of 60 were set at the median raw score obtained by all patients. BR Score of 75 were assigned 
to the minimum raw score obtained by patients who met criteria for the particular disorder or condition (Craig, 
2006). Considering the statistical population, being a university student can involve someone in challenging 
interpersonal relationships that lead to stimulation and elicitation of more emotions. People who are the samples of 
this research are representatives of a population with high cognitive potential. So, personality characteristics cannot 
easily be led to cognitive dysregulation.  
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In this present Basical- Ex- post facto research, MANOVA scores show that there is no difference between four 
types of “B” personality cluster (histrionic, narcissistic, antisocial and borderline) with normal people in nine coping 
strategies of cognitive emotion regulation. This may show more powerful role of cognition versus personality traits 
in facing with negative events in a non-clinical society and in a self-report condition. 
Comparative study on clinical personality sample and different age groups can result in more information 
regarding the personality traits and nine strategies of Cognitive Emotion Regulation Questionnaire. And also, 
correlation between high or low score amount of cognitive emotion regulation and personality disorders or 
personality traits can be studied and so will show more information from personal differences in such studies. 
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